Museen zu Berlin, Gemäldegalerie link art and servants. Domestic workers rarely produced art and the art that they owned cannot be identified today.4 Furthermore, when such women are
The Houtappel Chapel and Women's Patronage of Jesuit Building Programs in the Spanish Netherlands," 276-278. 4 For art owned by servants, see Watteeuw, "Household names," 68, and below for a painting of Geertje Dircx. depicted, they can seldom be linked with certainty to either a name or occupation.5 It is often difficult, for example, to distinguish housewives from hired help. The figures in the middle ground of Rogier van der Weyden's paintings who wash laundry or carry parcels could be housewives or servants.6 Similarly, in Pieter de Hooch's painting of two women storing linen in a cupboard, Wayne Franits identifies the figure on the right as the mistress and her companion as the maid, whereas John Loughman argues the reverse (Fig. 7. 3).7 Since employ-ers often gave their household help their cast-off clothes, costume alone is an unreliable indicator of class. But art historians have ignored servants for another reason: the artists themselves often marginalize them. In fifteenth-century Netherlandish art, servants are shown off to the side, partially cut off by the frame or other figures, situated in the background, or seen from the back.8 Sometimes architectural elements overlap them, obliterating their facial features, and thereby depriving them of their individuality, as in illuminations of a servant carrying bath water through an entryway (Fig. 7.4 ).9 Sometimes color or size differentiates maid from mistress. In a late thirteenth-century miniature, the taller figure, Judith, wears red and blue, her shorter maid, dull grey ( Fig. 7 .5).10 Dutch Golden Age painters adopt similar strategies. In one painting Gabriel Metsu shows the lady of the house in rich colors, shimmering satins, and luminous light, all of which brings our eye to her ( Fig. 7 .2).11 Her servant, by contrast, wears plainer, coarser, and darker clothing. In a second painting by Metsu, the servant stands to the side and in the background; in a third she is a shadowy figure, off to the side, cut off by a table, hidden in darkness.12 In Bartolomeus van der Helst's group portrait, the three servers are not only pushed to the middle ground, off to the side, and even partially out the door, but they also seem paler, almost ghostlike in appearance ( Fig. 7.6 ).
But there is a final reason why art historians so often overlook servants: our discipline is closely tied to the art market and to wealthy donors, and as a Gallery, London, dated to the same years, the wealthy Adriana van Heusden wears both an apron and a similar expensive fur-trimmed black jacket. John Loughman, "Between Reality and Artful Fiction: The Representation of the Domestic Interior in SeventeenthCentury Dutch Art," This essay, by contrast, will also examine Flemish and earlier works, and will, on occasion, compare them to images produced outside the Netherlands. In addition, I will interrogate a broader range of sources, not only genre paintings and prints, but also artists' biographies, portraits, and doll houses in order to enrich our understanding of female servants in the early modern Low Countries. If artists repeatedly relegated servants to the background, I propose to do the reverse: to foreground these figures.
The term "servant" is a broad category that in early modern times encompassed a wide spectrum from menial maids who cleaned the house to court artists and aristocratic ladies-in-waiting.19 Servitude was a deeply engrained concept: even lovers served their beloved, and rulers their God.20 This essay, however, only concerns household workers who performed such tasks as sweeping floors, serving food, scrubbing pots and pans, starching and ironing laundry, and caring for young children. In doing so, I will ask: What was the relationship of artists to their servants? How have art historians discussed household workers? Do portraits of ordinary servants survive? How are hierarchical differences among servants visualized? What does material culture reveal about the lived experience of servants and how they were viewed by their masters? What can be learned by broadening our scope to include art produced outside the Netherlands and over several centuries? And finally, how do images of servants challenge our thinking about race, class, and gender? her two hundred guilders a year for the rest of her life, and that she should leave the jewelry that Rembrandt had given her to his son Titus upon her death. When she later pawned some of this jewelry, which had been Saskia's, Rembrandt had her committed to a Spinning House, that is, a women's workhouse. Friends tried to have her released, but Rembrandt fought to keep her incarcerated and threatened one of her supporters by shaking his finger at her and warning that if she tried to gain Geertje's freedom, she would regret it. Despite letters of protest from Rembrandt, Geertje was released after five years, but died soon afterwards. This narrative reads like contemporary popular literature, which often portrays servants who try to manipulate the widowers for whom they work. For example, an anonymous tract of 1682, titled Zeven duivelen, regerend de hedendaagsche dienstmaagden (The Seven Devils Ruling Maidens Nowadays), asserts, "No one has more trouble with maidservants than widowers."26 According to this book, servants coddle widowers, wear seductive clothing, and get their masters drunk, all in the hopes of marrying them. After marriage, they embezzle the families' assets. Reinforcing these words are images, such as one of a thieving maid stealing from a pantry while turning her head to see if she is being observed.27 Such texts and images undoubtedly influenced the outcomes of court cases like Geertje's.
But class prejudices are not confined to the past. In a publication of 1984, one author asserts that Hendrijcke's "simpler background may not have given her the art of conversation."28 Similarly, in 2001, another author asked, "Were Rembrandt's reduced circumstances due to Geertje Dircks? One clue is that she had appropriated an expensive rose-cut diamond ring."29 The use of the word "appropriated" flattens the complexities of the situation, and Mariët Westermann offered a more just interpretation when she concluded that "Rembrandt's affairs can hardly be held responsible for his financial woes."30
Maria van Oosterwijk, a specialist in flower painting, had a very different relationship with her servant Geertje Pieters, who was probably a distant relative.31 Termed a "dienstmagt" in Houbraken's biography, Pieters' role is confirmed by the activities that he ascribes to her, such as preparing van Oosterwijk's paints and retrieving her coat from a neighbor.32 Mistress and maid together visited Constantijn Huygens, who wrote a poem that confirms that Pieters was the painter's servant. 33 Van Oosterwijk taught Pieters to paint, and eventually she became an artist in her own right.34 A flower painting, dated around 1675 and produced in a style that is very close to Van Oosterwijk's, is signed "Gerti Pietersz."35 Further proof of her output lies in an inventory, dated 1681, of a collection in The Hague, which attributes a painting to her. Both Maria van Oosterwijk and her brother bequeathed Pieters one hundred guilders, and after her mistress's death Pieters lived independently, supporting herself as a painter.36
What can be learned by studying the relationship between artists and their servants? First, artists are implicated in the class system, and considering class as a category of analysis can illuminate their lives and their works. For example, Simon Schama linked Rembrandt's relationship to Geertje Dircx to his most sexually explicit prints, produced around the time that they were lovers.37 But artists' biographies can also illuminate servants' lives. Dircx's life is so well documented because her master was, to quote one court document, "the honorable and renowned painter" Rembrandt.38 Similarly, investigating Maria van Oosterwijk's servant reveals a previously unknown path by which women could become professional artists.39
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Portraits of Servants
Although Geertje Dircx owned a portrait of herself, no likeness of her, Hendrijcke Stoffels, or Geertje Pieters can be securely identified today. 40 But it is likely that actual servants posed as models for painted ones. 41 For example, a drawing by Frans van Mieris of a woman of African descent, which served as the basis for a painting of a servant, may well be a portrait of a domestic worker (Figs. 7.1, 7.7). 42 Similarly, in Jacob Jordaens' self-portrait with his wife and daughter, not only is the servant's face individualized, but also her arthritic hands ( Fig. 7.8 ). 43 If this is a portrait of his servant, however, she has never been identified by name.
Perhaps the most famous painting of a Netherlandish female servant appears in Frans Hals' portrait of Catharina Hooft and her nurse (Fig. 7.9 rattle. The nurse offers the girl an apple, as she, in turn, affectionately rests her right hand against the woman's chest. Both figures smile at the viewer, the woman warmly, the child mischievously.46 The lack of a padded hat, the leads attached to the back of the child's garment, and the length of her dress, which is longer than her legs, suggest that she still needed support to ambulate. We should not be surprised that the nurse remains unidentified; more than half of Hals' sitters remain anonymous.47 But Seymour Slive asks why the nurse was included at all, terming it an unusual subject.48 Caregivers are often pictured in later group portraits of Dutch families, identifiable when the mother, more richly dressed and centrally placed, is also present. Contemporary with Hals' portrait is one showing Sophia Hedwig, Countess of Nassau-Dietz, as Charity with three of her sons.49 In the background a young woman, presumably a servant, holds a baby, probably the daughter of the Countess. Pieter de Hooch similarly shows in the background of another family portrait a nurse and infant, this time beside a young girl and in a separate room.50 In portraits by Frans Hals, Gabriel Metsu, and Jacob Ochtervelt, the nurse is placed off to the side, wears a plain black garment with white collar, and holds the child in her arms, much as in Hals' earlier double portrait (Figs. 7.9-7.10).51
Although only one Dutch portrait survives of a nurse with her charge but without her employer, examples from other regions are extant. In 1638-39, Philip Fruytiers painted two caregivers with four children of his teacher Peter Beaubrun portrayed the Dauphin and his wet nurse, who was shown with a bare breast.55 Nurses were included in portraits in part because they often formed a bond of affection with the children in their care. Infants were generally weaned at their first birthday, and then wealthy families hired either their wet nurse or another woman to care for the child.56 Elisabeth Strouver, hired at the age of sixteen or seventeen, wrote after the death of the four-year-old girl who had been her charge for three years, "A mother could not be more affected by the death of her child than I was; I lay my head against the head of the dead child, and could hardly be stopped, although her face had been terribly disfigured by smallpox."57 Closer in tone to Hals' portrait is the statement by Constanijn Huygens about a wet nurse that he had hired: "she was a good, kind-hearted woman with a healthy constitution and a steadfast disposition."58
Only one Netherlandish portrait of a female servant whose name is known survives, Pieter van der Hulst's likeness of Live Larsdatter, the housekeeper of the Danish scientist Tycho Brahe (Fig. 7.11) .59 She wears a dark dress and large white collar, and holds keys in her right hand and a white cloth in her left. She stands beside a column on which is tacked a paper that cites the date and place of her birth, the place of her baptism, and the date and place of her death. Van der Hulst worked in Denmark in the 1690s, and this portrait was painted in 1698 when Larsdatter was believed to have been well over a hundred years old. This is not the only portrait of an elderly housekeeper; twelve years earlier that includes her governess; see Zirka Z. The two portraits by Dutch painters that feature a female servant by showing her either alone or with a child portray workers of a relatively high status, a nurse and a chief housekeeper (Figs. 7.9, 7.11). Statistics are not available for Southern Netherlandish households, but only 10% of Dutch homes had servants, and the vast majority of those had only one, a maid-of-all-tasks.61 Such servants appear in portraits, but they cannot be identified by name. One little-known representation of a servant girl who appears in a Flemish family portrait is typical (Fig. 7.12 ).62 Dressed much like Jordaens' servant, in a red jacket with raised lace collar and a white apron (Fig. 7.8 ), her social position is marked by her actions and location. Like Jordaens' maid, the girl serves food, in this case a mound of butter and a ceramic jug of beer, and she stands before the kitchen, the site of her labor. Like so many images of servants, her secondclass status is made clear. She is pushed to the far left of the composition and separated from the family she serves by another loyal household member, the dog. In addition to her act of serving food, a small detail suggests that she, unlike the family members, is working: one of her sleeves is rolled up to the elbow baring her strong forearm, as in so many Netherlandish images of female kitchen workers.63 Jordaens' monumental portrait of 1621-22 may have been painted to commemorate his election as dean of the Antwerp Guild of St. Luke. In many ways this painting conforms to the dominant paradigm. The artist strikes a gentlemanly stance and his servant, like the courtly garden in which he stands, may have been included to enhance his status. Catherina van Noort, the painter's wife, overlaps the servant, pushing her slightly to the middle ground, and Catherina's face is bathed in light, whereas her servant's is cast in shadow. The servant's clothes and her act of holding a basket of fruit make clear her occupation. Nonetheless Jordaens' depiction is unique among group portraits in its emphasis on the servant. Here she is the central figure and the only one to face frontally. Nor does she function as a negative foil for her mistress as so many other servants do (Figs. 7.1, 7 .5, 7.18). She seems no older or uglier than Catherina, for example;64 in fact, her handsome face is characterized by a subtle, radiant luminosity. She neither bends obsequiously towards her employers nor gazes admiringly at them as so many servants in portraits do. Just as the painting as a whole suggests the harmony and love of Jordaens's family through such standard signs as the the garden of love, the loyal dog, the harmonious lute, and the clinging vine, so does the servant stand for immaterial qualities, contributing to the work's celebration of love, abundance, concord, and fertility.65
But why is she such a central figure? Jordaens may have wanted to grant his servant a more important role in order to express his affection for or appreciation of a loyal member of his household. Perhaps, like Geertje Pieters, she was also a distant relative. But in addition she may have been highlighted because Jordaens, unlike his Flemish colleagues Rubens and Van Dyck, was neither a humanist nor a court painter. [The] portrait Jordaens painted of himself, his wife and their little daughter in 1621-2 may show that he, too, had meanwhile come to understand the importance of the nuclear family as the primary social unit. Here there is again the traditional emblematic play on love, family, harmony and fertility seen in such elements as the arbour in the garden, flowers, fruit and a lute.69
It is remarkable that this distinguished scholar terms the figures a nuclear family when the servant is clearly not a member of that category. Indeed, he describes the presence of Jordaens, his wife, his daughter, and even the flowers, lute, and fruit, while failing to mention the large, brightly colored figure at the very center of the composition. The servant remains invisible to him.70
Only one of the servants portrayed by Dutch and Flemish painters can be identified, which recalls Pieter J. J. van Thiel's statement that "There is something sad about an anonymous historical portrait. It is the likeness of someone who has died twice, as it were, first physically and then existentially, for a person continues to exist, in a sense, for as long as a portrait keeps his or her memory alive."71 Yet this group of servants' portraits is exceptional because portraiture was traditionally reserved for the elite, who through lineage or accomplishment were deemed worthy of immortality. Few of us consider housework an exciting or elevating endeavor, but it is a necessary one. As scholars we must examine our assumptions, including those that exalt some occupations while trivializing others. As art historians, we cannot turn a blind eye to servants, especially when painters like Hals, van der Hulst, and Jordaens sometimes portray them as central figures with great dignity.
Doll Houses
In addition to artists' biographies and portraits of servants, material culture can shed new light on domestic workers. The sturdy chamber pots that they washed, the beds that they made, the presses that they screwed tight to produce crisp folds in linen, and the intricate carvings of the massive cupboards that they dusted all offer evidence of the nature of servants' labor.75 But this essay will focus on another type of object, doll houses. In the last thirty years, scholars have begun to examine early modern Dutch doll houses through surviving inventories, eye-witness accounts, Jacob Appel's painting All those who have studied these objects agree that, to quote Broomhall, "here was a world of fantasy, where the house was always clean under the attention of the maids, disciplined children played under the care of a[n] orderly nanny, friends and neighbors enjoyed tea and conversation whilst paying their respect to the new mother, and the master of the house was rarely figure 7.14 Dolls' house of Petronella de la Court, 1670-1690, Centraal Museum, Utrecht to be seen."80 As expressions of an upper-class ideal, doll houses differentiate maids from mistresses. Servants wear plainer, coarser garments than the elite, for example, in the de la Court house (Fig. 7.14) .81 But the dolls also suggest a hierarchy among servants. In the de la Court house, the kitchen maid at the lower left wears much rougher clothes -a checked skirt and tan jacket -than the childcare worker in the central vestibule on the middle floor.82 And in the Dunois house the distinctive work of the wet nurse is made clear by the flap in her bodice that opens to reveal her breasts (Fig. 7.15 ). This doll, together with the positive statements that Constantijn Huyghens writes about wet nurses, which are cited above, and the idealized family portraits that include wet nurses with one bare breast, serve as a sharp contrast to the widespread movement that promoted mothers' breastfeeding.83 Jacob Cats wrote extensively in this vein, and reformed authors, including John Calvin and William Perkins, did as well.84 Similarly, images of Charity and, especially for Catholics, those showing the nursing Virgin contribute to this ideology of motherhood.85 Doll houses also distinguish the rooms of the elite from those of servants. In the Oortman house, the maids' living quarters are in the rear of the top floor, hidden from view behind the laundry room at the top left, and sparsely furnished with a bed, chair, and chamber pot (Fig. 7.13) . Similarly, in the de la Court house, a wooden divider separates the storage room at the top left from the maid's chamber behind it, which is, in turn, linked to the peat and wood loft to the right (Fig. 7.14) . Once again, the servant's room is hidden from view and located in a less desirable part of the house. Furthermore, the servants' rooms are smaller, their beds more simply designed, and their bed linens more modest in pattern and material. By contrast, the rooms of the elite are larger, more centrally placed, and more opulently furnished. These (Figs. 7.2, 7 .6, 7.8, 7.12, 7.18), the cleaning utensils in doll houses make clear that much of what servants did was back-breaking labor: scrubbing pots, pans, and floors, and carrying heavy buckets of water up and down stairs (Fig. 7.16 ). This is hard for many of us to imagine today with our dishwashers, washing machines, elevators, and vacuum cleaners. A female artist, Geertruyd Roghman, produced a rare suggestion of this grueling work in a print showing a woman with rolled-up sleeves bending low as she scours a platter (Fig. 7.17) . Shining in the foreground is the fruit of her labor, the gleaming metal of clean pots.88
The objects in doll houses also make clear how skillful early modern servants were. They remind us of tools and practices that have long been forgotten. The lying-in room of Petronella de la Court's house includes tiny sticks that served to smooth bed linens.89 Stored in the Dunois cellar are miniature syringes used to clean the exterior of upper story windows.90 A servant in the de la Court house carries a basket of cleaning tools that include a duster made of a bird's wing, probably used on delicate fabrics. 91 Doll houses are also stocked with a wide variety of ordinary cleaning utensils, each serving a distinct function: indoor and outdoor brooms, and long-and short-handled scrubbing brushes, mops, brooms, and dusters ( Fig. 7.16 ).92 Doll houses, together with contemporary drawings and prints, like the brushseller's stall by Jan Luyken, make clear the different types of cleaning tools, each with its own distinctive handle, shape, size, and type of bristle, according to its function.93 Inventories, such as that of the Ximenez home, confirm how well-equipped with cooking and cleaning tools wealthy households were.94 A glance at the objects in the laundry rooms of doll houses -the irons, brushes, linen presses, wicker baskets, bowls for sprinkling water before ironing, and racks for hanging wet laundry -make clear the skill needed to dry, starch, press, and iron linen and clothing (Fig. 7.13, upper left; Fig. 7 .14, upper right).
Other material remains remind us that servants' work was often dirty. Closestools and chamber pots that servants emptied and cleaned are included in these doll houses.95 But this sort of work was not portrayed in paintings, and 94 led to their master's desire to make servants invisible. The clearest example of such invisibility is seen in Petronella Oortman's doll house. Here the servants' small bedrooms are not only relegated to the rear of the attic, but are also only dimly and partially visible through two openings in the back wall of the laundry room. In other words, they are hidden not only from the viewer, but also from the elite dolls in the house, since the only adjacent room is the peat and provisions loft, an area not frequented by the master and mistress. Furthermore, servants' tools -buckets, tubs, cooking pots, coal pans, two brooms, and a long-handled scrubbing brush -are stored out of sight in the cellar of this doll house. To view them one must either open a trap-door in the floor of the ground-floor kitchen or pull out the drawer into which the storage room was built and thereby access a peephole. By the late seventeenth century, in upper class homes one ideal for servants -and any signs of their labor -was invisibility.
Class, Race, and Gender
Images of servants were transformed from the fifteenth through the seventeenth centuries. Large aristocratic households throughout Europe were characterized (Fig. 7.19 ). 99 In these images sometimes class trumps gender. In a Wedding Feast at Cana from the Flemish Très Belles Heures, male servants are shown as subservient to women (Fig. 7.20) . Whereas the bride wears a full-length dress, sits at center stage and is the only figure to face frontally, the male servant on the left wears a short tunic, is seen from the rear, off to the side, and kneels deferentially before her.100 What does it say about the relative importance of gender and class that male servants are not only portrayed like their female counterparts -that is off to the side, seen from the back, overlapped by other figures or architecture, and cut off by the frame -but also smaller than and subservient to elite women? This confirms the idea that fifteenth-century servants in aristocratic courts were viewed as not quite men, but rather, even if an adult, still in many ways like a boy or a low-status woman. Indeed some contemporary documents make clear that male servants were considered dependents and treated much like serving women. Yet there is one way in which male servants are differentiated from female ones in early Netherlandish art made for the court: they generally perform different tasks. In fifteenth-and early sixteenth-century images, women are generally shown serving other women, especially as travel companions or aides during and after childbirth.101 Fifteenth-century Flemish art was often made for merchants and panel paintings of religious narratives are frequently are set in mercantile, rather than courtly, homes. Yet they rarely include female servants; it is only in later art that female servants become dominant.102 Yale University Press, 1999) 34, reports that in late-medieval England the few women and girls who were employed as household servants assisted the ladies of the house. 102 The shift from large numbers of mostly male servants for aristocratic household to one or two female servants in bourgeois homes is traceable by the sixteenth century. See, among others, Carlson, "A Trojan horse of worldliness," 88 and n. 7. Phillips, Well-being, 73, concludes that domestic workers were the largest group of wage-earners in seventeenthcentury Amsterdam and that more than 95% of Dutch servants were women. By the seventeenth century, with the rise of global trade and colonial power, men and women, boys and girls, and those of European, African, and Asian descent are all represented working in the home, and those servants who perform the same duties are often portrayed in a similar way regardless of race and gender. For example, in a drawing by Jacob Jordaens, a black man and a white woman work together in the kitchen (Fig. 7.21 ).
No hierarchy is visible as they work harmoniously together, their bodies bending towards each other much like the two parts of a parenthesis. Similarly, images of servants offering fruit include a black youth in one portrait, a white youth in another, a white woman in Jordaens' portrait, a black woman in a . If the category of ordinary servant as portrayed in seventeenth-century Netherlandish art was quite diverse, it generally excludes one group: white men. This distinction is made clear in the portrait by van der Helst (Fig. 7.6) ; here of the three servers, it is the white male who is differentiated through his commanding gesture and more foreground and central position.
In short, over the course of the fifteenth through seventeenth centuries, Netherlandish images show a change in the way ordinary household servants are depicted, from predominantly white males, even if small in stature, to anything but white men. Similar distinctions between elite men and everybody else are found elsewhere in European culture. To cite just one example, early modern Yiddish books repeat the topos that they have been written for women and "men who are like women," that is, those not learned in the holy tongue. As Jerold Frakes observes, "This is a typical ideological move in attempts to debase a language of whatever kind: by relegating it to inferior status within the culture by assigning it to use by members of an inferior group which is by definition also inferior -in this, as in so many cases, women."104 Netherlandish artists generally marginalized servants, buried them in the shadows, sometimes even dehumanized them. Yet the images discussed here reveal a wide range of reasons why they were represented: to portray the proper management of the home or the high status of the household, to serve as a negative foil for their master or mistress, to reinforce proper class distinctions, and, on rare occasions, to express affection for domestic workers. If we move beyond genre paintings and prints to examine such long-neglected sources as biographies of artists' lives, portraits of domestic workers, and doll houses, we can better understand that servants' work was grueling, dirty, and skilled, and that the gender and race of domestic servants was transformed as global trade and colonial empires expanded. By turning to sources other than Golden Age paintings and prints, we can foreground figures who for too long have been relegated to the background.
